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Nuclear (In)Security in the Everyday: 
Peace Campers as Everyday Security Practitioners 
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Abstract 
 
This article ĞǆƚĞŶĚƐƚŚĞĞŵĞƌŐĞŶƚĨŽĐƵƐŽŶ ‘ƚŚĞĞǀĞƌǇĚĂǇ ?ŝŶƌŝƚŝĐĂů^ĞĐƵƌŝƚǇ^ƚƵĚŝĞƐƚŽƚŚĞƚŽƉŝĐŽĨ
nuclear (in)security, through an empirical study of anti-nuclear peace activists understood as 
 ‘ĞǀĞƌǇĚĂǇƐĞĐƵƌŝƚǇƉƌĂĐƚŝƚŝŽŶĞƌƐ ? ?/ŶƚŚĞĨŝƌƐƚƉĂƌƚŽĨƚŚĞarticle, I elaborate on the notion of everyday 
security practitioners, drawing particularly on feminist scholarship, while in the second I apply this 
framework to a case study of Faslane Peace Camp in Scotland. I show that campers emphasise the 
everyday insecurities of people living close ƚŽƚŚĞƐƚĂƚĞ ?ƐŶƵĐůĞĂƌǁĞĂƉŽŶƐ ?ƚŚĞďůƵƌƌĞĚďŽƵŶĚĂƌŝĞƐ
ďĞƚǁĞĞŶ ‘ƵƐ ?ĂŶĚ ‘ƚŚĞŵ ? ?ĂŶĚƚŚĞŝŶĞǀŝƚĂďŝůŝƚǇŽĨŝŶƐĞĐƵƌŝƚǇŝŶĚĂŝůǇůŝĨĞ ?DŽƌĞŽǀĞƌ ?ĐĂŵƉĞƌƐ ?ƐĞĐƵƌŝƚǇ
practices confront the everyday reproduction of nuclear weapons and prefigure alternative modes 
of everyday life. In so doing, I argue, they offer a distinctive challenge to dominant deterrence 
discourse, one that is not only politically significant, but also expands understanding of the everyday 
in Critical Security Studies.  
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Introduction 
 
This article explores the possibilities for rethinking nuclear (in)security in light of recent efforts to 
ďƌŝŶŐ ‘ƚŚĞĞǀĞƌǇĚĂǇ ?ŝŶƚŽƌŝƚŝĐĂů^ĞĐƵƌŝƚǇ^ƚƵĚŝĞƐ(CSS). It does so with a feminist-informed analysis 
of the discourses and practices of anti-nuclear activists in one protest site, Faslane Peace Camp. In 
conceptualiziŶŐƚŚĞƐĞĂĐƚŝǀŝƐƚƐĂƐ ‘ĞǀĞƌǇĚĂǇƐĞĐƵƌŝƚǇƉƌĂĐƚŝƚŝŽŶĞƌƐ ? ?ĂƚĞƌŵĐŽŝŶĞĚŝŶŝƚŝĂůůǇďǇĨĞŵŝŶŝƐƚ
scholars Christina Rowley and Jutta Weldes, I aim to demonstrate one possible way of extending the 
substantive purview of the everyday security literature to encompass (anti-)nuclear politics, thus far 
neglected. More concretely, I aim to show how the discourses and practices of anti-nuclear activists 
constitute a politically significant challenge to dominant deterrence discourses, as well as how they 
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extend debates in CSS about everyday (in)security by invoking and reconstructing the everyday in 
ways that draw attention to its political and contested character. 
 
The analysis that follows is divided into two parts. The first reviews the literature, exploring the 
concept of everyday (in)security and arguing for its extension to nuclear politics through the notion 
of   ‘ĞǀĞƌǇĚĂǇƐĞĐƵƌŝƚǇƉƌĂĐƚŝƚŝŽŶĞƌƐ ? ?ĚƌĂǁŝŶŐŽŶĨĞŵŝŶŝƐƚƐĐŚŽůĂƌƐŚŝƉ ?The second part presents the 
case study, applying the framework of everyday security practitioners to protestors at Faslane Peace 
Camp.  
 
I. Nuclear (In)Security and Everyday Security Practitioners 
 
 ‘dŚĞĞǀĞƌǇĚĂǇ ?ŚĂƐďĞĞŶĚĞƐĐƌŝďĞĚĂƐ Ŷ ‘ĞŵĞƌŐŝŶŐĐŽŶĐĞƉƚ ?ŝŶ^^ ?ĂŶĚŝŶĚĞĞĚin IR more generally 
(Guillaume, 2011a: 446). Of course, longstanding antecedents can be found in feminist IR work, 
which rejects the usual parameters and abstractions of IR in pursuit of an expansive, rooted 
understanding of where and how (in)security is produced, and by whom (e.g., Shepherd, 2010). The 
recent wave of interest in the concept, however, owes more to the popularity of French social 
theorists Lefebvre and Bourdieu, as well as US anthropologist James C. Scott.1 As such, our attention 
is drawn to that which is place and time-specific, experienced and reproduced by concrete 
individuals in the banal, routine activities and practices that make up the bulk of our daily lives and 
that are usually placed beyond critical scrutiny. The everyday thus gains its force in international 
studies from its juxtapositŝŽŶƚŽƚŚĞŵŽƌĞƵƐƵĂůĨŽĐƵƐŽŶƚŚĞŝŶƚĞƌŶĂƚŝŽŶĂů ‘ůĞǀĞů ?ĂŶĚŽŶĞǆƚĞƌŶĂů
ƚŚƌĞĂƚƐ ?ŽŶƚŚĞ ‘ŚŝŐŚƉŽůŝƚŝĐƐ ?ŽĨ ‘ĨŽƌŵĂůŝŶƐƚŝƚƵƚŝŽŶĂůƐƉŚĞƌĞƐ ?(Mac Ginty, 2014: 550), and on the 
politics of crisis or exception (Crane-Seeber, 2011). To bring in the everyday is to treat the 
international, elite decisions and crisis politics as played out in the local and mundane. Normatively 
speaking, this has the effect of democratizing the subject-matter of the field. So while the CSS 
literature using the trope of the everyday includes that on the daily routines of security professionals 
(e.g., Bigo et al., 2010), the concept has served nonetheless to focus attention ŽŶƚŚĞĚŝǀĞƌƐĞ ‘ƐŽĐŝĂů
ƉƌĂĐƚŝĐĞƐĂŶĚĐŽŵŵƵŶŝƚŝĞƐ ?(Mac Ginty, 2014: 550) navigating security from the bottom up. 
Moreover, and notwithstanding that the everyday is a site of repression and passivity as well as of 
resistance,2 interest in it in IR is grounded ŝŶĂ ‘ŶŽƌŵĂƚŝǀĞĂƉƉĞĂů ?ƚŽ think and do security differently, 
 ‘contesting and altering oppressive structures and practices ? (Jarvis and Lister, 2013: 161). 
 
The new wave of research in CSS using the trope of the everyday has not yet examined nuclear 
(in)security. Certainly, ƚŚĞ ‘ŵĞƐƐǇƐƚƵĨĨŽĨĞǀĞƌǇĚĂǇůŝĨĞ ?(Elias, 2010: 608) seems very distant in policy 
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debates about nuclear security. On the dominant realist view in the UK, insecurity is associated with 
the threat of military harm posed by other states, and practices aimed at achieving security, 
understood as state survival, hinge on the possession of superior military force. According to the 
logic of nuclear deterrence ?ŵŽƌĞŽǀĞƌ ? ‘an adversary could be successfully persuaded to refrain from 
or to halt its aggressive actions through the threat to inflict unacceptable and inescapable damage 
with a retaliatory (or, for some, a pre-ĞŵƉƚŝǀĞ ?ŶƵĐůĞĂƌƐƚƌŝŬĞ ? ?ZŝƚĐŚŝĞ ? ? ? ? ? P ? ? ? ?This discourse has 
changed in the post-Cold War, post-9/11 context, such that the sources of insecurity now also 
ŝŶĐůƵĚĞ ‘ƌŽŐƵĞ ?ƐƚĂƚĞƐ ?ƚĞƌƌŽƌŝƐƚƐ ?ĂŶĚĂŶƵŶĐĞƌƚĂŝŶĨƵƚƵƌĞ ?ZŝƚĐŚŝĞ ? ? ? ? ?Ănd the goal of security 
practices ŚĂƐĞǆƉĂŶĚĞĚƚŽĞŶĐŽŵƉĂƐƐƚŚĞƉƌŽƚĞĐƚŝŽŶŽĨ ‘ƐŚĂƌĞĚǀĂůƵĞƐŝŶƚŚĞŶĂŵĞŽĨƚŚĞ
 “ŝŶƚĞƌŶĂƚŝŽŶĂůĐŽŵŵƵŶŝƚǇ ? ? ?ZŝƚĐŚŝĞ ? ? ? ? ? P ? ? ? ? ?&ƵƌƚŚĞƌ ?ƚŚĞůĞǀĞůŽĨĚĞƐƚƌƵĐƚŝǀĞĐĂƉĂĐŝƚǇƌĞƋƵŝƌĞĚ
ŚĂƐďĞĞŶƚĞŵƉĞƌĞĚ ?ǁŝƚŚƚŚĞĞŵĞƌŐĞŶĐĞŽĨ ‘ĂŶĂƉƉĂƌĞŶƚůǇĚƵƌĂďůĞĐŽŶƐĞŶƐƵƐ QĂƌŽƵŶĚĂůŽǁ-key 
ŵŝŶŝŵƵŵĨŽƌĐĞƉŽƐƚƵƌĞĐŽŵďŝŶĞĚǁŝƚŚƐƵƉƉŽƌƚĨŽƌĂƌŵƐĐŽŶƚƌŽů ? ?ŚĂůŵĞƌƐĂŶĚtĂůŬĞƌ ? ? ? ? ? P ? ? ?
Nonetheless, the UK government remains committed to renewing the Trident weapons system, 
based at Faslane, and correspondingly to the view that insecurity is caused by rational actors 
external to British territory, and security achieved through possession of nuclear weapons that serve 
to deter those actors according to cost-benefit calculations from which everyday human actors, 
relations and emotions are apparently absent.  
 
This evacuation of the everyday from the theory and practice of nuclear states was scrutinised in 
ground-breaking research by feminist scholars Carol Cohn (1987) and Cynthia Enloe (1989: chapter 
4) on the discourses of US nuclear security experts and the gendered and racialized dynamics of 
nuclear bases, respectively. These works showed how nuclear weapons are reproduced in the 
everyday while simultaneously drawing political legitimacy from their abstraction from it. Widely 
acknowledged as pioneering of the more recent literature ŽŶ ‘ƚŚĞĞǀĞƌǇĚĂǇ ?ŝŶ^^(e.g., Solomon 
and Steele, 2016: 6; Vaughan-Williams and Stevens, 2016: 43), the insights of these two authors 
have not been further developed in part because of the eclipsing of feminism by other traditions of 
thought, mentioned above, and in part because of a shift in substantive focus from the nuclear issue 
to the securitization of borders, migration and belonging (e.g., Vaughan-Williams and Stevens, 2016; 
Cote-Boucher et al., 2014). While the latter may be understandable in the post-Cold War, post-9/11 
world, it neglects important continuities and shifts in the policies of nuclear state elites, as well as 
efforts at resistance. It has been ůĞĨƚƚŽĂŶƚŚƌŽƉŽůŽŐŝƐƚƐƚŽƉŝĐŬƵƉŽŚŶĂŶĚŶůŽĞ ?ƐďĂƚŽŶĂŶĚ
develop ethnographies of the daily routines and concrete social relations of nuclear security 
professionals and military personnel, and of the communities in which they are situated (Gusterson, 
1996; Krasniewicz, 1992; Masco, 2006), thereby demystifying the processes through which the 
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nuclear state is maintained in the everyday. I develop an alternative line of enquiry in this article, 
however, one exploring the contribution of anti-nuclear activists conceptualized as  ‘ĞǀĞƌǇĚĂǇ
ƐĞĐƵƌŝƚǇƉƌĂĐƚŝƚŝŽŶĞƌƐ ? and thus throwing light on how the everyday is central to the contestation of 
the nuclear state.   
 
This concept ŽĨ ‘ĞǀĞƌǇĚĂǇƐĞĐƵƌŝƚǇƉƌĂĐƚŝƚŝŽŶĞƌƐ ?was coined by feminists Christina Rowley and Jutta 
Weldes.  ‘/ĨǁĞůŽŽŬĂƚ ?ůŝƐƚĞŶƚŽĂŶĚĞǆƉůŽƌĞ  ?ƚŚĞǁŽƌůĚĂƐŶŽŶ-experts see it and make it and use it, 
ƌĂƚŚĞƌƚŚĂŶĂƐĞǆƉĞƌƚ/ZƐĐŚŽůĂƌƐŝŵĂŐŝŶĞŝƚŝƐŽƌŽƵŐŚƚƚŽďĞ ? ? ? they declare,  ‘we hear more complex 
ĂŶĚŶƵĂŶĐĞĚĐŽŶǀĞƌƐĂƚŝŽŶƐĂďŽƵƚŝŶ ?ƐĞĐƵƌŝƚǇ ?(Weber cited in Rowley and Weldes, 2012: 518). 
DĞĨŝŶĞĚĂƐ ‘ŝŶĚŝǀŝĚƵĂůƐĂŶĚŐƌŽƵƉƐĨƌŽŵƚŚĞ “ŵĂƌŐŝŶƐ ?ƐŝůĞŶĐĞƐĂŶĚďŽƚƚŽŵƌƵŶŐƐ ? QŽĨǁŽƌůĚ
ƉŽůŝƚŝĐƐ ? ?Enloe cited in Rowley and Weldes, 2012: 518), everyday security practitioners mobilize 
understandings of identity as fluid and multiple ? ‘ĞŶƚĂŶŐůĞĚ ?ǁŝƚŚĐůĂŝŵƐĂďŽƵƚinsecurity (2012: 521-
2. They also pursue  ‘ƚĞŵƉŽƌĂƌǇĂŶĚůŽĐĂůŝǌĞĚ ?ŵŽŵĞŶƚƐŽĨƐĞĐƵƌŝƚǇ that give space to competing  
values such as justice and acknowledge the validity of diverse perspectives (2012: 523-5).This is a 
suggestive account of the substance of an alternative security logic, but needs further parsing with 
regard to the subject of security. While Rowley and Weldes focus on fictional characters in the 
television series, Buffy the Vampire Slayer, questions remain as to how we might distinguish an 
everyday security practitioner from a security professional, for example, given the latter also operate 
within what is for them their own mundane, everyday world (e.g., Crane-Seeber, 2011; Cote-
Boucher et al., 2014). Or whether and in what sense everyday security practitioners like Buffy might 
be distinguishable from members of the public in the fictional town of Sunnydale with their own 
 ‘ǀĞƌŶĂĐƵůĂƌ ?ĂƌƚŝĐƵůĂƚŝŽŶƐŽĨ ?ŝŶ ?ƐĞĐƵƌŝƚǇ(Vaughan-Williams and Stevens, 2016; Jarvis and Lister, 
2013). In addition, it remains unclear precisely how the concept of everyday security practitioners 
links to the pioneering feminist work on the everyday, and particularly the everyday of the nuclear 
state, described earlier. 
 
I propose reserving the term  ‘ĞǀĞƌǇĚĂǇƐĞĐƵƌŝƚǇƉƌĂĐƚŝƚŝŽŶĞƌƐ ? for participants in organized, self-
conscious, collective efforts to challenge elite security logics and processes in and through the 
everydaǇ ?ƚŚƵƐƌĞĐĞŶƚĞƌŝŶŐƚŚĞĂĨŽƌĞŵĞŶƚŝŽŶĞĚ ‘ŶŽƌŵĂƚŝǀĞĂƉƉĞĂů ?ƚŽĨŽĐƵƐattention on those 
groups striving to transform dominant security discourses. This is akin to the approach taken in a 
follow-up paper by Karen Desborough with Weldes on the global anti-street harassment movement 
(2016). In contrast to security professionals (and IR scholars) whose knowledge is technocratic, 
status-based and elitist, according to Desborough and Weldes,3 these activists derive their claims 
about insecurity from embodied experience (whether personal or from the testimony of others) and 
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the affective responses to which this gives rise (anger, pain, frustration, fear), as well as from 
publicly available research (2016, pp. 15-16).4 Moreover, unlike their unorganized counterparts 
ĂŵŽŶŐƚŚĞ ‘ŽƌĚŝŶĂƌǇ ?ƉŽƉƵůĂƚŝŽŶ ?ƚŚĞƐĞĂĐƚŝǀŝƐƚƐĂƌĞƐĞůĨ-consciously seeking to develop alternative 
security practices aimed at transforming the everyday of the wider citizenry (2016, pp. 9-21). 
Conceived in this way, the concept of everyday security practitioners offers a useful supplement to 
current CSS debates about the everyday, polarized as they are between studies of the routines of 
security policy elites/professionals, on the one hand, and accounts of the vernacular discourses of 
non-elites, on the other.5  
 
Moreover, I suggest the feminist elements of the analysis of everyday security practitioners could be 
strengthened. In addition to ZŽǁůĞǇĂŶĚtĞůĚĞƐ ?focus on the fluidity of identity, and Desborough 
and WeldĞƐ ?ĂƚƚĞŶƚŝŽŶƚŽwomen and feminist protagonists along with the embodied and affective 
dimensions of their knowledge claims, this would involve at least three analytical moves. The first 
would involve paying attention to how everyday security practitioners navigate and (re)produce 
gender, understood in feminist scholarship as an identity hinging on male/female sexual difference; 
a hierarchical system of power in which the masculine and bodies coded as such are elevated over 
the feminine; and ĂƐĂƉƌŽĚƵĐƚŝǀĞ ?ƐǇŵďŽůŝĐƐǇƐƚĞŵ ?ǁŚĞƌĞďǇ ‘ŽƵƌŝĚĞĂƐĂďŽƵƚŐĞŶĚĞƌƉĞƌŵĞĂƚĞĂŶĚ
shape our ideas about many other aspects of society beyond male-ĨĞŵĂůĞƌĞůĂƚŝŽŶƐ ? ?ŝŶĐůƵĚŝŶŐ
nuclear weapons (Cohn, Hill and Ruddick cited in AUTHOR REFERENCE). Second, feminists have 
mapped the everyday spatially, at least in part, on to ostensibly personal or private, domestic 
domains  W homes, kitchens, bathrooms and bedrooms (e.g., Enloe, 1989, 2011), so we should 
examine how everyday security practitioners develop their insecurity critiques and alternative 
security practices in and through such spaces. Third, feminists have highlighted the role of social 
reproduction processes in maintaining the distinction between everyday life and the public, political 
realm so the ways in which these are navigated or contested in the activities of everyday security 
practitioners are worthy of attention;  concretely, this means studying domestic labour or 
housework, on the one hand, and affective labour or care work, on the other (e.g., Weeks, 2007). 
Treated this way, the analysis of everyday security practitioners will retrieve power relations, spaces 
and processes marginalised in current work on the everyday in CSS but long shown by feminists to 
be constitutive not only of the global economy (e.g, Elias, 2010; Elias and Rai 2016) but also of 
theories and practices of (in)security (e.g., Enloe, 1989; 2007).   
 
In suggesting that anti-nuclear activists, specifically, should be analysed as  ‘ĞǀĞƌǇĚĂǇƐĞĐƵƌŝƚǇ
ƉƌĂĐƚŝƚŝŽŶĞƌƐ ?, I am extending the analytical framework developed by  Rowley, Desborough and 
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Weldes in a new substantive direction, and exploring one way in which this new generation of 
feminist work in CSS can take forward the pioneering work of Cohn and Enloe on nuclear politics. 
Additionally, this strategy allows the consideration of anti-nuclear activists not only as the rightful 
subject of Peace Studies, but also as pursuing alternative (in)security discourses and practices and 
thus as potential contributors to CSS . This is particularly because of how such activists invoke and 
reconfigure the everyday in their contestation of the nuclear state and the dominant deterrence 
discourse. In sum, this first part of the article has argued for the extension of current theorizations of 
 ‘ƚŚĞĞǀĞƌǇĚĂǇ ?ŝŶ^^ƚŽŶƵĐůĞĂƌƉŽůŝƚŝĐƐ in the form of a feminist-informed approach to anti-nuclear 
activists understood as everyday security practitioners. The second part applies this framework to 
Faslane Peace Camp.  
 
II. Faslane Peace Campers as Everyday Security Practitioners 
 
Established in 1982, ƚŚŝƌƚǇŵŝůĞƐŽƵƚƐŝĚĞ'ůĂƐŐŽǁĂŶĚĂĚũĂĐĞŶƚƚŽƚŚĞŶĂǀĂůďĂƐĞŚŽƵƐŝŶŐƚŚĞh< ?Ɛ
Trident nuclear submarines, &ĂƐůĂŶĞWĞĂĐĞĂŵƉ ? ? ? ? ?ď ?ĐůĂŝŵƐƚŚĞŵĂŶƚůĞŽĨ ‘ƚŚĞůŽŶŐĞƐƚƌƵŶŶŝŶŐ
permanent peace camp in the ǁŽƌůĚ ? ?6  Although the local population remain generally hostile to the 
camp and supportive of a base that provides substantial employment, public opinion in Scotland 
more widely is anti-nuclear7 and there is a significant anti-nuclear movement for which the camp has 
practical and symbolic importance (AUTHOR REF). I have visited the camp several times, mostly 
while participating in anti-nuclear protests, but never staying overnight. My research is thus 
partisan, but it does not offer an insider account. Nor is it ethnographic in character, 
notwithstanding the introductory remarks below, but based instead on analysis of in-depth, semi-
structured interviews conducted between 2014-16 with fifteen individuals connected to the camp at 
different periods - twelve long-term campers, one short-term, and two frequent visitors (seven 
women and eight men in total). I have also examined an archive of campaigning ephemera, including 
the newsletter produced in the camp several times a year (originally Faslane Focus and latterly 
Faslania) and the online blogs that replaced it. Although my research strategy is not as revealing as 
an ethnography of the texturĞŽĨ ‘ƚŚĞĞǀĞƌǇĚĂǇ ?ĂƚƚŚĞĐĂŵƉ ?ŝŶƚĞƌŵƐŽĨsights, smells, sounds and 
daily routines (see, e.g., Heller 2001; Krasniewicz 1992; Feigenbaum et al 2013), it allows me to take 
an overview of the insecurity discourses and security practices of the campers over the years, along 
with how these have relied upon particular daily routines and labour processes and marshalled 
particular understandings of the everyday.  
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Arguably, anti-nuclear peace camps offer a particularly fruitful site for the study of everyday security 
practitioners. Faslane is one of a wave of such camps that emerged in the early 1980s across the 
USA, Europe and Australia in the context of the rekindling of the Cold War arms race and the 
renewal of the anti-nuclear movement on a transnational scale. Many of these were women-only, 
most famously at Greenham Common, giving rise to a substantial body of scholarly feminist 
literature (reviewed in AUTHOR REFERENCES). In contrast, the camp at Faslane, mixed since its 
inception and often with more men than women (particularly at the moments when numbers at 
their highest - between 20 and 40 campers - in the early-mid 1980s and during the period of a 
threatened eviction in the mid-late 1990s), has almost entirely escaped academic analysis. Yet 
whether they are mixed or women-only, camps like that at Faslane constitute  ‘a place-based social 
movement strategy that involves both acts of ongoing protest and acts of social reproduction needed 
to sustain everyday life' (Feigenbaum et al., 2013: 12, emphasis in original). In other words, 
participants in peace camps attempt (with varying degrees of success) to create an alternative 
everyday as an integral part of their political struggle against nuclear weapons, albeit one that 
becomes mundane and routine for those involved. In and through this alternative everyday, peace 
campers like those at Faslane articulate and practice security very differently from the deterrence 
norms of the British security state.  
 
I give a flavour of this in a brief, situated narrative of my most recent visit to the camp. Approaching 
by bus along the busy A814, a friend and I find the camp shoehorned onto a verge, exposed to the 
passing traffic on its roadward side, and otherwise enclosed by dense and steeply sloping woodland. 
Over the road, ,ĞƌDĂũĞƐƚǇ ?ƐEĂǀĂůĂƐĞůǇĚĞ sprawls down to the tranquil waters of Gare Loch, its 
perimeter wreathed in razor wire and security cameras, the processes through which the British 
Trident nuclear submarine fleet are reproduced in the everyday hidden from view. The small 
wooden gate giving entry to the camp has a brightly painted sign welcoming visitors, even if the few 
inhabitants we eventually find are focused more on their mugs of tea and on the warm stove in the 
communal caravan on this cold and damp day than on meeting and greeting. Two men sit immobile 
on a battered old sofa for the duration of our visit, one swathed in blankets, the other nursing his 
tea and roll-up and petting a pair of plump, lively dogs. A young woman with a close-cropped head, 
full of nervous energy, comes in to enthuse over the chocolate biscuits we have brought and to tell 
us ruefully that she is busy with a long list of maintenance jobs, given that other campers have gone 
to protest the DSEI arms fair in London. Today, then, the action is elsewhere. A man in a leather 
jacket, and with an anarchist symbol in his ear, offers to show us around. We follow the muddy 
footpath that winds though the caravans and ramshackle hand-built structures crammed onto the 
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site, all painted in bright colours and covered with slogans and stickeƌƐƉƌŽĐůĂŝŵŝŶŐ ‘^ĐŽƚůĂŶĚ PEĂĞ
WůĂĐĞĨŽƌEƵĐůĞĂƌtĞĂƉŽŶƐ ? ? ‘WĞĂĐĞĞŐŝŶƐĂƚƚŚĞŝŶŶĞƌdĂďůĞ W ĞsĞŐĂŶ ?ĂŶĚ ‘&ƌĞĞƚŚĞEŝƉƉůĞ ? ?
Our guide plays with the dogs as we walk and encourages us to take photos, pointing out the 
elevated compost toilet and inviting ƵƐŝŶƚŽĂŶĂŶĐŝĞŶƚďƵƐƚŚĂƚƚƵƌŶƐŽƵƚƚŽďĞƐŽŵĞŽŶĞ ?ƐƐůĞĞƉŝŶŐ
quarters, strewn with blankets and cushions. We exit through another small gateway and go for a 
walk up the road and alongside the enormous base, taking occasional pictures of the fence until two 
male police officers pull up in a patrol car. Given the recent rise in threat levels, we are told, our 
behaviour has been closely observed from inside the base and found to pose an unacceptable 
security risk. We are instructed politely but immovably to delete our photos and catch the bus 
home.  
 
In what follows, my feminist-inflected analysis of the campers as everyday security practitioners 
follows Desborough and Weldes (2016) in having a two -part structure, the first examining the 
insecurity discourses generated by campers and the second their alternative security practices. With 
both, I seek to draw out the contrast with the dominant deterrence approach. 
 
Articulations of Everyday Insecurity  
 
Insecurity is articulated by campers very differently from the dominant deterrence discourse 
described above, in which the emphasis is largely on external military threats to the British state. 
Most obviously, camper arguments indicate a broader conception of the sources of insecurity, 
including  ‘ĞŶǀŝƌŽŶŵĞŶƚĂůĚĞƚĞƌŝŽƌĂƚŝŽŶ ?ĂŵŽƵŶƚŝŶŐƚŽ ‘ƚŚĞĚĞƐƚƌƵĐƚŝŽŶŽĨDŽƚŚĞƌĂƌƚŚ ? ?EĞǁƐůĞƚƚĞƌ
1984, April: 12) and economic ĚĞƉƌŝǀĂƚŝŽŶ ?ĂƐĞǆĞŵƉůŝĨŝĞĚďǇ ‘ĂŶĞǆƉůŽƐŝŽŶŝŶƉŽǀĞƌƚǇ-related hunger 
ŝŶƌŝƚĂŝŶ ? ?&ĂƐůĂŶĞWĞĂĐĞĂŵƉ ? ? ? ? ?Ă ? ?DŽƌĞŽǀĞƌ ?ƚŚĞƌĞŝƐƐŽŵĞĂǁĂƌĞŶĞƐƐĂŵŽng interviewees of 
ƐƚƌƵĐƚƵƌĂůŐĞŶĚĞƌĞĚŝŶƐĞĐƵƌŝƚŝĞƐ P ‘ǁŚĞƌĞǀĞƌǇŽƵůŽŽŬŝŶƚŚĞǁŽƌůĚ QǁŽŵĞŶĂƌĞƚŚĞƉŽŽƌĞƐƚ ? ? ? QŚĂǀĞ
ŐŽƚƚŚĞůĞĂƐƚǀŽŝĐĞ ?ĂŶĚ QĂƌĞũƵƐƚĂďƵƐĞĚĞǀĞƌǇǁĂǇ ?ĞŵŽƚŝŶĂůůǇ ?ƉŚǇƐŝĐĂůůǇ ?ƐĞǆƵĂůůǇ ? ?^ŚŝƌůĞǇ ?
interview 2014).8 The broadening of insecurity to include environmental, economic and gendered 
vulnerabilities is accompanied by a deepening, with insecurity suffered by local communities, 
women, humanity and the planet. Such a broadening and deepening of dominant conceptions of 
insecurity and ƚŚĞŝƌ ‘ƌĞĨĞƌĞŶƚŽďũĞĐƚƐ ?ĞĐŚŽĞƐĐŽŵŵŽŶƵŶĚĞƌƐƚĂŶĚŝŶŐƐŽĨ ƚŚĞƚƌĂũĞĐƚŽƌǇŽĨ^^ ?ĂƐ
Rowley and Weldes indicate (2012: 516-7). 
  
The campers go further, however, by inverting dominant deterrence discourse, such that nuclear 
weapons and accompanying infrastructures and mindsets are key sources of insecurity in everyday 
9 
 
life rather than the means of protection. In this way, the everyday is invoked in overtly normative 
and political terms by these activists, as Ă ‘ƚŚŝŶŐ ?ƚŚĂƚŝƐĚĞƐŝƌĂďůĞ ?ĨƌĂŐŝůĞ ?ĐŽŶƚĞƐƚĞĚ. Such a move is 
in line with longstanding liberal internationalist, anti-militarist, materialist and feminist peace 
movement discourses articulated at Greenham and elsewhere that also position nuclear weapons as 
a threat to daily life (e.g., Roseneil, 1995: chap 1). Where camper arguments become distinctive, I 
suggest, is in their emphasis specifically on the risks to the daily lives of people who live in proximity 
to the nuclear base. On this view, the camp and its surrounding community blur together, with the 
undoubted local hostility to the camp downplayed in favour of an emphasis on shared identity and 
vulnerability to the base.  
 
In this vein, the base is accused of posing both a direct and indirect threat to the local population. It 
is an indirect threat in that it erodes democracy, skews investment priorities, and degrades the 
environment while restricting access to it. One interviewee was particularly inflamed by the 
expanding ĨŽŽƚƉƌŝŶƚŽĨƚŚĞďĂƐĞ P ‘ǁĞƵƐĞĚƚŽŐĞƚŵŝůŬĨƌŽŵŽƵůƉŽƌƚ  QdŚĞĨĂƌŵĞƌǁĂƐĚƌŝǀĞŶŽƵƚ Q
This was in peace-ƚŝŵĞ ? QdŚĞǇŚĂĚŶŽŐƌŽƵŶĚƐ ? ?DĂƵƌŝĐĞ ?ŝŶƚĞƌǀŝĞǁ2014). In addition, the base is a 
direct threat to the local community ďĞĐĂƵƐĞŝƚĐŽŶƐƚŝƚƵƚĞƐĂ ‘ƐŝƚƚŝŶŐƚĂƌŐĞƚ ?ĨŽƌĂŶƵĐůĞĂƌor terrorist 
strike (Imagine this Convoy infosheet, no date) and because of the possibility of a catastrophic 
accident. Most strikingly, campers argue the base could repress the local population in such an 
event. AƐEŝĐŬƉŽŝŶƚƐŽƵƚ ‘ďĞĨŽƌĞƚŚĞǇŐŽƚƚŚĞŶĞǁĨĞŶĐĞ QƚŚĞǇŚĂĚƐĂŶĚďĂŐŵĂĐŚŝŶĞŐƵŶƚƵƌƌĞƚƐ ?
ĂŶĚƚŚĞŝĚĞĂǁĂƐƚŚĂƚŝŶƚŝŵĞƐŽĨĂŶǇĐƌŝƐŝƐ QƉĞŽƉůĞǁŽƵůĚĐŽŵĞƚŽƚŚĞďĂƐĞƚŚŝŶŬŝŶŐƚŚĂƚƚŚĞǇ
ǁŽƵůĚŐĞƚƐĂĨĞƚǇ QĂŶĚƚŚĞǇǁŽƵůĚ ?ǀĞƐŚŽƚƵƐ ? ?ŝŶƚĞƌǀŝĞǁ2014). Shirley underlines the point: 
 
ǁĞǁĞƌĞĚŽŝŶŐĂǀŝŐŝůĂŶĚǁĞĐĂŵĞďĂĐŬ QĂŶĚŝƚǁĂƐůĂƚĞĂƚŶŝŐŚƚ ?ĞĂƌůǇŵŽƌŶŝŶŐ ?ĂŶĚ QƚŚĞ
MoD [Ministry of Defence] were doing a great big exercise. And part of the exercise was to 
come and get the dissidents, and that was us at that time, and when we went into the camp 
ĞǀĞƌǇďŽĚǇǁĂƐƐůĞĞƉŝŶŐ QŶĚƚŚĞǇǁĞƌĞǁĂůŬŝŶŐĂďŽƵƚƚŚĞĐĂŵƉǁŝƚŚŐƵŶƐ ?ƉŽŝŶƚŝŶŐŐƵŶƐŝŶ
ĂƚƚŚĞĐĂƌĂǀĂŶǁŝŶĚŽǁƐ ? ? ?/ŶƚĞƌǀŝĞǁ ? ? ? ? ? 
  
In effect, the nuclear state is accused of prioritizing the security of its nuclear weapons over the 
security of its people. In so doing, it constitutes an overt menace to the most domestic and intimate 
aspects of everyday life in the camp and, by extension, the local community. 
 
Yet if the base and the nuclear policy underpinning it constitute the source of insecurity in the 
everyday on this view, they are not an enemy equivalent to an external state as in the deterrence 
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approach. For a start, they are not generally depicted as coherent, bounded and rational. Instead, 
responsibility for nuclear policy and base actions is attributed to a range of actors and interests 
(from elites to individual Defence Secretaries, and from local contractors to the police), acting from a 
range of motivations, from rage to self-interest to fear. Nor does the majority of camper discourse 
ĚĞƉŝĐƚŵŝůŝƚĂƌǇĂŶĚĐŝǀŝůŝĂŶďĂƐĞǁŽƌŬĞƌƐŽƌƉŽůŝĐĞĂƐ ‘KƚŚĞƌ ? ?ĨƵŶĚĂŵĞŶƚĂůůǇĚŝĨĨĞƌĞŶƚĨƌŽŵƚŚĞ ‘^ĞůĨ ?
being made insecure; rather there is an emphasis on their inclusion in the local community and 
shared humanity with campers. Thus Quentin emphasized his military background when talking 
about soldiers on the base,  ‘pĞŽƉůĞƚŚĂƚ/ ?ĚƐĞƌǀĞĚǁŝƚŚ QƚŚĞƌĞǁĂƐĂĚŽŐŚĂŶĚůĞƌ ?ĂŶĚ/ƐƚŝůůƐĞĞŚŝŵ
ƚŽĚĂǇ ?ǇŽƵŬŶŽǁ ?ǁĞŐĞƚŽŶŐƌĞĂƚ ?ĂŶĚǁĞƵƐĞĚƚŽŚĂǀĞĐŽŶǀĞƌƐĂƚŝŽŶƐ ? ?ŝŶƚĞƌǀŝĞǁ2014). Or take the 
ĚĞƐĐƌŝƉƚŝŽŶďǇEŝĐŬŽĨƚŚĞƚŝŵĞ ‘ ?ƚ ?ŚĞƌĞǁĂƐƚŚĞƐĞƚǁŽƉ ůŝĐĞŵĞŶƐƚĂŶĚŝŶŐƚŚĞƌĞ  QŶĚƚŚĞŐƵǇƉƵƚ
ŚŝƐŚĂŶĚŝŶŚŝƐƉŽĐŬĞƚĂŶĚŚĞƉƵůůĞĚŽƵƚĂE ?ĂŵƉĂŝŐŶĨŽƌEƵĐůĞĂƌŝƐĂƌŵĂŵĞŶƚ ?ďĂĚŐĞ QǇŽƵ
ĐĂŶ ?ƚƐƚĞƌĞŽƚǇƉĞƚŚĞŵ ? ?ŝŶƚĞƌǀŝĞǁ2014). In such ways, the presentation of Self and Other in camper 
discourses of insecurity is in contrast to the strained efforts of the deterrence discourse to establish 
certainty about identity. In ZŽǁůĞǇĂŶĚtĞůĚĞƐ ?ƚĞƌŵƐ ?campers invoke a notion of subjectivity which 
is  ‘ĨƵŶĚĂŵĞŶƚĂůůǇŵĞƐƐǇ ?ĂŶĚĂŵďŝŐƵŽƵƐ ?ĂŶĚǁŚŝĐŚ ‘ĚĞƐƚĂďŝůŝǌĞƐƚŚĞďŽƵŶĚĂƌŝĞƐŽĨƚŚĞ “ǁĞ ? QƚŽďĞ
ƐĞĐƵƌĞĚ ? QƐŽŵĞƚŝŵĞƐ “ǁĞ ?ĂƌĞ “ƚŚĞŵ ? ?(Rowley and Weldes, 2012: 521-522)  W and vice versa.  
 
In addition, campers problematize the deterrence norm that insecurity must be overcome at all 
costs by appearing to accept a measure of everyday insecurity. On a general level this is manifest in 
largely sanguine attitudes to the perennial difficulties of recruiting sufficient people and organizing 
them in order to sustain the camp on a daily basis. ƐdŽŶŝƉƵƚƐŝƚ P/ ?ǀĞďĞĞŶƚŽŵĞĞƚŝŶŐƐǁŚĞƌĞ
ǁĞ ?ǀĞƚĂůŬĞĚĂďŽƵƚĐůŽƐŝŶŐ QƚŚĞĐĂŵƉůŽƐĞƐŝƚƐĨŽĐƵƐĂŶĚƚŚĞŶƉĞŽƉůĞĂƌƌŝǀĞǁŚŽďƌŝŶŐƚŚĞĨŽĐƵƐ
ďĂĐŬƚŽǁŚĂƚŝƚ ?ƐƐƵƉƉŽƐĞĚƚŽďĞ ? ?ŝŶƚĞƌǀŝĞǁ ? ? ? ? ? ?More concretely, daily life in the camp implies a 
degree of insecurity for individuals, in part due to the way in which domestic space has been 
reorganized, with shared washing and toilet facilities and with cooking, eating and relaxation mostly 
taking place in collective areas. Consequently, much of life usually hidden away in family homes is 
conducted more or less in sight of other campers, base workers and of the passing public. This 
functions both to advertise opposition to the dominant deterrence norms -  ?ŝĨǇŽƵ ?ƌĞĂƚƚŚĞƐŝĚĞŽf 
ƚŚĞ ? ? ?ŚĂŶŐŝŶŐƵƉƚŚĞǁĂƐŚŝŶŐ ?ĞǀĞƌǇďŽĚǇĚƌŝǀŝŶŐƉĂƐƚŬŶŽǁƐǇŽƵ ?ƌĞ QŽƉƉŽƐĞĚƚŽŶƵĐůĞĂƌ
ǁĞĂƉŽŶƐ ? ?ŶŶĂ ?ŝŶƚĞƌǀŝĞǁ ? ? ? ? ? W and to enable political discussion with curious passersby. It 
means the camp is vulnerable to hostile outsiders, however, perhaps best illustrated in the nocturnal 
military exercise above. Yet it seems such threats have been met with stoicism, as in this example: 
when a frequent visitor turned out to be  ‘DŽ QǁĞũƵƐƚƵƐĞĚŚĞƌ Q/ŐŽƚŚĞƌƚŽĚƌŝǀĞŵĞƌŽƵŶĚƚŽ
ƚŚĞŽƚŚĞƌƐŝĚĞŽĨƚŚĞůŽĐŚƐŽƚŚĂƚ/ĐŽƵůĚƐĞĞǁŚĂƚƐƵďŵĂƌŝŶĞƐǁĞƌĞŝŶ Qwe just continued as 
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ŶŽƌŵĂů ? ?YƵĞŶƚŝŶ ?ŝŶƚĞƌǀŝĞǁ ? ? ? ? ? ?Perhaps more serious are sources of insecurity emerging 
internally within the open domestic space. Campers have organised against the potential of male 
sexual predation and violence on site, setting up codes of conduct and women-only spaces.  ‘ ?t ?Ğ
ŚĂĚĂŵĞĞƚŝŶŐŽŶĐĂŵƉ Q,ŽǁĚŽǁĞŵĂŬĞƚŚĞ ĐĂŵƉĂƐĂĨĞƉůĂĐĞĨŽƌǁŽŵĞŶ ? ? ?:ĞĂŶŶĞ ?EĞǁsletter 
1986, November: 3). But repeated incidences where individuals caused harm to themselves or 
threatened others appear to have been harder to mitigate effectively. In this vein, Graham 
mentioned ĂǁŽŵĂŶ ‘ǁŚŽĞŶĚĞĚƵƉďĂƌƌŝĐĂĚŝŶŐŚĞƌƐĞůĨŝŶĂĐĂƌĂǀĂŶ Q. [she] threw urine on people 
 QƚŚĞƌĞǁĂƐĂďŝƚŽĨǀŝŽůĞŶĐĞ  Qyou have to try to figure out what to do about that ? ?ŝŶƚĞƌǀŝĞǁ ? ? ? ? ? ? 
For Graham and others, there are no clear solutions to this perennial problem. 9 For many campers, 
then, insecurity is generated internally as well as externally, and thus is  ‘ďŽƚŚŵƵŶĚĂŶĞĂŶĚ
ƵŶĂǀŽŝĚĂďůĞ ?(Rowley and Weldes, 2012: 523).  
 
This view of insecurity is not universally shared. The newsletters of the mid-to late-1990s have a 
different tenor, written while the camp, facing eviction, was re-populated by veterans of the radical 
environmentalist movement who had been resisting road building and airport expansion elsewhere. 
As fortified structures and underground tunnels were constructed, the domestic space of the camp 
was closed to public view and transformed into a primarily defensive space, focused on repelling the 
threat of eviction through acts of physical daring in confrontation with the authorities (Doherty, 
2000), rather than on nuclear insecurity. This was accompanied by polarized representations of Self 
and Other in the newsletter. Campers were painted as warriors for peace, in a striking reflection of 
military masculinities, up against prominent politicians depicted with targets on their bodies, police 
and soldiers drawn as fascists and pigs, and a wider society populated by zombies and aliens 
(AUTHOR REFERENCE). In this way, the blurring of Self and Other, and the notion that a measure of 
everyday insecurity is inevitable within an open and politicized domestic space, were displaced 
during a period of enhanced external threat. This reminds us that Faslane Peace Camp is not a 
singular subject but a site of many voices, and consequently that the discourses of insecurity 
articulated in it are not unified but plural and contradictory. The literature attests the same is true of 
other peace camps (e.g., Roseneil, 2000: chap. 7; Krasniewicz, 1992: chap. 11). Thus we find 
confirmation of the argument of Rowley and Weldes that everyday security practitioners articulate 
 ‘ŵƵltiple identities and in/securities, multiple relationships between them, and multiple discourses 
ĂŶĚĂƉƉƌŽĂĐŚĞƐ ? (2012: 521), in contrast to the totalizing deterrence discourse. 
 
Alternative Everyday Security Practices  
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In the light of their reframing of nuclear insecurity as caused for the local community by the very 
base that is supposed to protect them, what alternative practices have the campers at Faslane 
developed to create a more secure everyday? The dominant posture on nuclear deterrence assumes 
security is achieved by the state, through possession of nuclear weapons. In sharp contrast, campers 
have generated two connected sets of security practices, the first confronting the insecurity 
produced by ƚŚĞƐƚĂƚĞ ?ƐĞǀĞƌǇĚĂǇreproduction of nuclear weapons, and the second prefiguring 
alternative modes of everyday life. 
 
The confrontational practices of campers include, most obviously, direct action to disrupt the 
everyday routines of the nuclear state and particularly the adjacent base, named in Gene SharƉ ?Ɛ
ŝŶĨůƵĞŶƚŝĂůƚǇƉŽůŽŐǇĂƐ ‘ŶŽŶǀŝŽůĞŶƚ10 ŝŶƚĞƌǀĞŶƚŝŽŶ ? ? ? ? ? ? PĐŚĂƉ ? ? ? ?11 As at Greenham and elsewhere 
(e.g., Roseneil, 1995: chap. 6; Feigenbaum et al., 2013: chap. 3), campers mount incursions into the 
base, blockade the gates and the roads, and damage or decorate the fence and other parts of the 
base to which they can gain access, as well as taking part in similar protests at other sites. One such 
ĂĐƚŝŽŶŝƐĚĞƐĐƌŝďĞĚƚŚƵƐ P ‘the camp and friends locked on and blockaded both gates of Faslane for 90 
mins disƌƵƉƚŝŶŐƚŚĞŵŽƌŶŝŶŐƐŚŝĨƚĨƌŽŵŐĞƚƚŝŶŐŝŶ ? ?ĨŽůůŽǁĞĚĚĂǇƐůĂƚĞƌďǇ ‘ĂĐŽƵƉůĞŽĨƚƌĞƐƉĂƐƐ
ĂĐƚŝŽŶƐ QdŚŝƐƌĞƐƵůƚĞĚŝŶƚŚĞ “ďĂŶĚŝƚĂůĂƌŵ ?ďĞŝŶŐĂĐƚŝǀĂƚĞĚǁŚŝĐŚĚŝƐƌƵƉƚƐƚŚĞŶŽƌŵĂůƌƵŶŶŝŶŐŽĨ
the base as all personnel have to report indoors and the gates are cůŽƐĞĚ ?(Faslane Peace Camp, 
2012a). Such actions disrupt and also ridicule the daily routines of the base, and of the nuclear state 
more broadly, just as 'ƌĞĞŶŚĂŵǁŽŵĞŶĚĂŶĐŝŶŐŽŶƚŽƉŽĨŵŝƐƐŝůĞƐŝůŽƐ ‘ĚĞĨŝĞĚƚŚĞƐĞĐƵƌŝƚǇŽĨƚŚĞ
ďĂƐĞ ? ?^ǇůǀĞƐƚĞƌ ? ? ? ? ? P ? ? ?).  
 
Beyond these headline-grabbing interventions, the struggle to confront the reproduction of nuclear 
weapons in the everyday at Faslane includes what Sharp describes as ͚nonviolent protest and 
ƉĞƌƐƵĂƐŝŽŶ ? ? ? ? ? ? PĐŚĂƉ ? ? ? ?ŝŶƚĞŶĚĞĚƚŽexpose the secret and/or mundane aspects of the daily 
reproduction of nuclear weapons. Specific tactics here include  ‘ƐǇŵďŽůŝĐ ?ĂĐƚƐŝŶƚĞŶĚĞĚƚŽďĞĂƌ
witness to and demonstrate dissent from the activities on the base, such as frequent vigils and 
intermittent demonstrations of various sizes, for which campers provide support. At least in part, 
these actions direct pressure inward to the base, intending to provoke critical questioning, shame or 
upset on the part of base workers and military personnel, as evident in accounts of similar activism 
elsewhere  (e.g., Managhan, 2007: 650-1). There are also more outward-facing activities, including 
information-gathering and education. In this regard, campers have monitored the daily activities in 
and around the base:  ‘/ƐƚĂƌƚĞĚ^ƵďǁĂƚĐŚ QůŽŽŬŝŶŐŽƵƚĨŽƌƐƵďŵĂƌŝŶĞƐĂŶĚŬĞĞƉŝŶŐĂůŽŐ ? ?Quentin, 
interview 2014). The information is then disseminated to activist networks  W  ‘Greenpeace used to 
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ƉŚŽŶĞƵƉ QĨŽƌĂĐĐĞƐƐƚŽŽƵƌƐƵďůŽŐ ? ?YƵĞŶƚŝŶ ?ŝŶƚĞƌǀŝ ǁ ? ? ? ? ?- and wider audiences. In this vein, 
campers have written and distributed a newsletter and latterly an online blog, given talks to local 
ĐĂŵƉĂŝŐŶŝŶŐŐƌŽƵƉƐĂŶĚǀŝƐŝƚĞĚĨĞƐƚŝǀĂůƐŝŶƚŚĞ ‘ƉĞĂĐĞďƵƐ ? ?Ăůůdrawing peace movement and public 
attention to what goes on in the base on a daily basis (on similar tactics elsewhere, see, e.g., 
Feigenbaum et al., 2013: chap. 2). 
 
Together these diverse confrontational practices imply a more expansive ontology and epistemology 
than those underpinning the dominant deterrence view, with its focus on unitary states and on 
means-ĞŶĚƌĂƚŝŽŶĂůŝƚǇ ?ĂŵƉĞƌƐ ?ƐĞĐƵƌŝƚǇƉƌĂĐƚŝĐĞƐĐŽŶĨŽƌŵƚŽZŽǁůĞǇĂŶĚtĞůĚĞƐ ?ĂĐĐŽƵŶƚŽĨ
ĞǀĞƌǇĚĂǇƐĞĐƵƌŝƚǇƉƌĂĐƚŝƚŝŽŶĞƌƐĂƐĚƌĂǁŝŶŐŽŶ ‘ĚŝǀĞƌŐĞŶƚĞƉŝƐƚĞŵŽůŽŐŝĞƐ ?ƚŚĂƚǀĂůŝĚĂƚĞĞǆƉĞƌŝĞŶƚŝĂů
knowledge, from a range of situated perspectives (Rowley and Weldes 2012: 524). They call upon a 
range of individuals and communities to confront nuclear weapons, thus dramatically expanding 
who counts as an agent of security, and they treat these agents in a holistic way. Humour is often 
key; alternatively, campers may act in deliberately emotive, feminized ways to convey rage, despair 
or love, as in the instance when they ŝŶƚĞƌƌƵƉƚĞĚĂ “ŶƵĐůĞĂƌĚĞĨĞŶĐĞ ?ƚƌĂŝŶŝŶŐƐĞŵŝŶĂƌ Pcampers 
 ‘ƉƌĞƐĞŶƚĞĚƚŚĞĚĞůĞŐĂƚĞƐǁŝƚŚůĂƌŐĞƉŽƐƚĞƌƐǁŝƚŚŝŵĂŐĞƐŽĨǀŝĐƚŝŵƐŽĨ,ŝƌŽƐŚima and Nagasaki 
ƐƵĨĨĞƌŝŶŐƚŚĞĞĨĨĞĐƚƐŽĨƌĂĚŝĂƚŝŽŶďƵƌŶƐ Q ?ĂŶĚ ?ƌĞĂĚŽƵƚĨŝƌƐƚ-hand accounts from Hiroshima 
survivors in unison before being loudly ushered out ? ?&ĂƐůĂŶĞWĞĂĐĞĂŵƉ ? ? ? ? ?ď ? ?^ƵĐŚŵŽĚĞƐŽĨ
disordered emotional engagement are common in anti-nuclear protests (e.g., Managhan, 2007; 
Krasniewicz, 1992), making it difficult for officials to respond with reason or force. More than this, 
campers are treating their varied local audiences, whether sympathetic voters or base workers, as 
socially-embedded, embodied, feeling individuals, capable of experiencing shame, amusement and 
empathy, and of being convinced of the wrongness of nuclear weapons on any of these emotional 
registers.  
 
Connectedly, the confrontation of nuclear insecurity in the everyday often involves reversals or 
ridiculing of the gender order. Although the camp itself has never been women-only, women-only or 
women-led actions have been frequent. ^ĞĞĨŽƌĞǆĂŵƉůĞ^ŚŝƌůĞǇ ?ƐĚĞƐĐƌŝƉƚŝŽŶŽĨŚĞƌƌĞƐƉŽŶƐĞƚŽƚŚĞ
incident when soldiers pointed guns through caravan windows. Confronting them with a group of 
women friends, she said  ‘ “ĞǆĐƵƐĞŵĞ QŵǇĐŚŝůĚƌĞŶĂƌĞĨĂƐƚĂƐůĞĞƉŝŶƚŚĞƌĞ ? QŶĚ QǁĞƉƵƚŽƵƌ
ĨŝŶŐĞƌƐƵƉƚŚĞďĂƌƌĞůƐŽĨƚŚĞŐƵŶƐĂŶĚƐĂŶŐ “ƚĂŬĞƚŚĞƚŽǇƐĂǁĂǇĨƌŽŵƚŚĞďŽǇƐ ? ? ?ŝŶƚĞƌǀŝĞǁ2014). Or 
consider this more recent blog entry:  
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dŚŝƐǁĞĞŬĞŶĚƐĂǁƚŚĞĚĞůĞĐƚĂďůĞǁŽŵĞŶĨƌŽŵůĚĞƌŵĂƐƚŽŶtŽŵĞŶ ?ƐWĞĂĐĞĂŵƉĚĞƐĐĞŶĚ
ŽŶ&ĂƐůĂŶĞ ?dŚĞƚŚĞŵĞŽĨƚŚĞŝŶǀĂƐŝŽŶǁĂƐ “ŽŵĞƐƚŝĐǆƚƌĞŵŝƐƚƐĂƚůĂƌŐĞ ? QĂƌŵĞĚǁŝƚŚ
rubber gloves, head scarves and thought provoking banners, like good domesticated 
women, we gave the gate a right scrub. Of course, we had to stop the influx of NATO army 
ƚƌƵĐŬƐďǇďůŽĐŬŝŶŐƚŚĞƌŽĂĚ QƚŚĂƚ ?ƐǁŚǇƚŚĞŐĂƚĞǁĂƐƐŽĚŝƌƚǇŝŶƚŚĞĨŝƌƐƚƉůĂĐĞ ?(Faslane 
Peace Camp, 2011) 
 
Thus, similarly to the women-only camps of the Cold War (e.g., Managhan, 2007; Laware, 2004), the 
campers mobilize gendered bodies and play with gendered symbolism in ways that hold up a mirror 
to the military masculinities and rationalities on show at the base, exposing them to critique and 
satire. Connectedly, such actions subvert the symbolic coding of direct action as a masculine 
endeavour, the province of peace warriors, not least because they are facilitated by men taking on 
support roles and associated domestic labour. 
 
This brings me to the intimate connection between the confrontational practices described above, 
ĂŶĚ ‘ƉƌĞĨŝŐƵƌĂƚŝǀĞ ?ƉƌĂĐƚŝĐĞƐŝŶƚĞŶĚĞĚƚŽforeshadow the desired future in the present by ensuring 
ƚŚĂƚ ‘ĂĐƚŝǀŝƐƚƉƌĂĐƚŝĐĞƌĞĨůĞĐƚƐƚŚĞŬŝŶĚŽĨƐŽĐŝĞƚǇǇŽƵƌŵŽǀĞŵĞŶƚĂŝŵƐƚŽďƵŝůĚ ?(Cockburn, 2007: 
178). Or as one participant put it, the aim of the camp  ‘ŝƐƚŽĚĞŵŽŶƐƚƌĂƚĞ Q alternatives, not only to 
nuclear weapons as a way of managing co-operĂƚŝŽŶ ?ďƵƚƚŽůŽƚƐŽĨŽƚŚĞƌŝƐƐƵĞƐĂƐǁĞůů ? ?KǁĞŶ ?
interview 2014). In this way, campers seek not only to disrupt the everyday reproduction of nuclear 
weapons, but to build an alternative everyday.  
 
There have been at least three sets of prefigurative practices at Faslane Peace Camp, the first 
involving the transformation of gendered power relations and identities. Notably, campers have 
challenged the allocation of domestic and affective work to women, aided by the reorganization of 
domestic space and also the rejection of the institution of waged labour, effectively bypassing the 
capitalist dichotomy between a feminized sphere of reproductive labour and masculine-dominated 
world of waged work (AUTHOR REF). Cooking, cleaning, repairing infrastructure, and gathering wood 
for fuel has been organized either by rota or on a voluntary basis, sometimes through meetings or at 
meal-times, often through self-selection. Denise asserted ƚŚĂƚ ‘ǁĞĂůůƚĂŬĞƌĞƐƉŽŶƐŝďŝůŝƚǇ QtĞĂůů
take turns... to do at least three things ĂĚĂǇ ? ?ŝŶƚĞƌǀŝĞǁ ? ? ? ? ? ?&ƵƌƚŚĞƌŵŽƌĞ ?ĐĂŵƉĞƌƐŚĂǀĞƐŚĂƌĞĚ
ƌĞƐƉŽŶƐŝďŝůŝƚǇĨŽƌĂĨĨĞĐƚŝǀĞůĂďŽƵƌ ?ŶŶĂƉƵƚŝƚƚŚƵƐ P ‘ƉĞŽ ůĞǁŽƵůĚƐĂǇ ? “ŚŽǁŽŶĞĂƌƚŚĐĂŶǇŽƵ
ŵĂŶĂŐĞƚŽďƌŝŶŐƵƉĂďĂďǇĂƚƚŚĞƉĞĂĐĞĐĂŵƉ ? ? Q/ƚ ?ƐĞĂƐǇ ‘ĐŽƐƚŚĞƌĞ ?ƐĂůǁĂǇƐƐŽŵĞďŽĚǇĂƌŽƵŶĚ ?
(interview 2014), and Andrew underlined the point with his story of visiting social workers amazed at 
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the extent of collective childcare in the period before the eviction threat changed camp dynamics 
(interview 2016). And campers have looked after each other: as Shirley said of the early 1980s, 
 ‘ƚŚĞƌĞǁĂƐĐĂƌŝŶŐƚŚŝŶŐƐĚŽŶĞĨŽƌĞĂĐŚŽƚŚĞƌ QďǇŵĞŶĂŶĚǁŽŵĞŶ ? ?ŝŶƚĞƌǀŝĞǁ ? ? ? ? ? ? Similarly, Willa, 
who lived at Faslane a decade later, stressed that the camp was like a family in which everyone 
looked out for each other (interview 2016).  
 
In this context, campers have reframed gender identities. While less likely than campers at 
Greenham to articulate queer, women-centred or radical-feminist identities (e.g., Roseneil, 2000), 
bourgeois norms of femininity as consumerist, compliant and confined to the private sphere have 
been rejected by campers, and more assertive and agentic alternatives asserted. This can be seen in 
ŶŶĂ ?ƐĐŽŵŵĞŶƚĂďŽƵƚďƌĞĂƐƚĨĞĞĚŝŶŐŝŶƉƵďůŝĐ P ?/ƌĞŵĞŵďĞƌĂƉŽůŝĐĞŵĂŶƐĂǇŝŶŐƚŽŵĞŽƵƚƐŝĚĞƚŚĞ
ĐŽƵƌƚ “ŝŶŵǇĚĂǇƉĞŽƉůĞĚŝĚŶ ?ƚĚŽƚŚĂƚ ?ĂŶĚ/ƌĞƉůŝĞĚ “ůƵĐŬŝůǇƚŚŝƐŝƐŵǇĚĂǇ ?ĂŶĚ/ĚŽ ? ? ?ŝŶƚĞƌǀŝĞǁ
2014).  Connectedly, campers have sought to construct less aggressive, more empathetic modes of 
masculine identity, as Nick indicates in his discussion of the nonviolent camp response to a hostile 
visitor P ‘ĂďŽƵƚƚŚƌĞĞŵŽŶƚŚƐďĞĨŽƌĞƚŚĂƚ Q/ǁŽƵůĚŚĂǀĞƉƌŽďĂďůǇƉŝĐŬĞĚƵƉĂůƵŵƉŽĨǁŽŽĚĂŶĚ
ƚƌŝĞĚƚŽďĂƚƚĞƌŚŝŵǁŝƚŚŝƚ QĞĐĂƵƐĞƚŚĂƚ ?ƐƚŚĞǁĂǇǁĞĚĞĂůƚǁŝƚŚƚŚŝŶŐƐŝŶƚŚĞ[local council 
ŚŽƵƐŝŶŐ ?^ĐŚĞŵĞƐ ?ǇŽƵŬŶŽǁ ? QĂŶĚǁĞĚŝĚŶ ?ƚ ?ĂŶĚƚŚĂƚǁĂƐŐŽŽĚ ? ?ŝŶƚĞƌǀŝĞǁ ? ? ? ? ? ?KƌĂƐ,ŽŽƐƐŝĞ
ǁƌŝƚĞƐŽĨ ‘ĂŶĞǆƉĞƌŝŵĞŶƚĂůDĞŶ ?ƐĚŝƐĐƵƐƐŝŽŶŐƌŽƵƉ ? P ‘We are still affected by our social conditioning 
ĂŶĚŚĂǀĞƚŽƐƉŽƚǁŚĞƌĞŽƵƌďĞŚĂǀŝŽƵƌŝƐƐƚŝůůŽƉƉƌĞƐƐŝǀĞ QĂƌĞǁĞƚŽŽƐĐĂƌĞĚƚŽůĞƚŐŽŽĨŽƵr 
ƉƌŝǀŝůĞŐĞĚƉŽƐŝƚŝŽŶ ? ? ?EĞǁƐůĞƚƚĞƌ ? ? ? ? P ? ? ? ?/ŶƐƵĐŚǁĂǇƐ ?ǁŚĂƚŝƚŵĞĂŶƐƚŽďĞĂ ‘ŵĂŶ ?Žƌ ‘ǁŽŵĂŶ ?
has been contested on camp, even if not entirely transformed. 
 
The remaining two sets of prefigurative practices at Faslane centre on sustainable and collective 
living, both widespread impulses in recent Western protest camp and social movement cultures 
(e.g., Feigenbaum et al., 2013: chap. 4; Epstein, 1991). To this end, campers have developed 
ecological technologies, such as solar and bicycle-powered electricity, along with composting toilets. 
Camp lifestyle is frugal, with limited reliance on consumer culture and energy infrastructure. As 
Charlie put it,  ‘ĞǀĞƌǇƚŚŝŶŐ ?ƐŵƵĐŚŵŽƌĞƉŚǇƐŝĐĂů ?ǇŽƵŚĂǀĞĂůŽƚŵŽƌĞƚŽĚŽ ?ǇŽƵĐĂŶ ?ƚũƵƐƚĨůŝĐŬĂ
ƐǁŝƚĐŚ ? ?ŝŶƚĞƌǀŝĞǁ2014). Simultaneously, collective ways of organizing daily life have emerged. On 
the one hand, campers have pooled property and resources. In the early days of the camp,  ‘ǁĞǁĞƌĞ
ĂůůƵŶĞŵƉůŽǇĞĚƐŽǁĞĂůůŚĂĚŐŝƌŽƐ ?ďĞŶĞĨŝƚĐŚĞƋƵĞƐ ?ĂŶĚ QǁĞũƵƐƚŚĂŶĚĞĚŽǀĞƌƚŚĞŵŽŶĞǇ ? ?EŝĐŬ ?
interview 2014). The reliance on state benefit has ended in recent years, with Fiona describing how, 
during her stay of 2011-13, everyone contributed savings and scavenged food from skips 
 ?ĚƵŵƉƐƚĞƌƐ ? ?^ŚĞĂĚĚĞĚ ? ‘ƚŚĞƌĞ ?ƐƚĞĐŚŶŝĐĂůůǇŶŽ ?ƉƌŝǀĂƚĞ ?ŽǁŶĞƌƐŚŝƉŽƌŵŽŶŝƚŽƌŝŶŐŽĨŽǁŶĞƌƐŚŝƉ ?
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(email 2014). On the other hand, campers have developed consensus decision-making procedures. 
 ‘dŚĞĐĂŵƉŚĂƐƚƌŝĞĚƚŽ QĨŝŶĚǁĂǇƐƚŽŵĂŬĞĚĞĐŝƐŝŽŶƐĂŶĚŐĞƚƚŚŝŶŐƐĚŽŶĞǁŝƚŚŽƵƚůĞĂĚĞƌƐ ?ƚŽǀĂůƵĞ
ĞǀĞƌǇŽŶĞ ?ƐǀŽŝĐĞĂŶĚĞǀĞƌǇŽŶĞ ?ƐƐŬŝůůƐ ? ?EĞǁƐůĞƚƚĞƌ ? ? ? ? ?^ƵŵŵĞƌ P ? ? ? ? As Anna commented ? ‘ǁĞ
ƚĂƵŐŚƚƉƌŽƉĞƌĐŽŶƐĞŶƐƵƐƉƌŽĐĞƐƐ QƚŚĞƌĞǁĞƌĞƚŝŵĞƐǁŚĞŶƚŚĞƌĞǁĂƐƌĞĂůĐŽŶĨůŝĐƚŝŶƚŚĞĐĂŵƉĂŶĚ
there were meetings  ‘till four in the morning  QƵƚǁĞ ?ĚƚŚƌĂƐŚŝƚŽƵƚ ? ?ŝŶƚĞƌǀŝĞǁ2014).  
 
In such ways, then, the prefigurative practices of campers enact an alternative everyday that aims to 
be not only safer than the nuclear world order, but also more liberatory, freeing individuals from 
capitalist, patriarchal society. In Rowley and tĞůĚĞƐ ?ƚĞƌŵƐ ?security is thus understood as 
 ‘ŝŶƚĞƌƐĞĐƚŝŶŐǁŝƚŚ QƌĂƚŚĞƌƚŚĂŶĂƐŶĞĐĞƐƐĂƌŝůǇƉƌŝǀŝůĞŐĞĚŽǀĞƌ ?ŽƚŚĞƌƉŽůŝƚŝĐĂůǀĂůƵĞƐĂŶĚŐŽĂůƐ(2012, 
p. 524). As interviewees acknowledged, however, fully sustainable, collective living and gender 
equality remain normative aspirations rather than achieved objectives.  The gendered division of 
labour has not been entirely eradicated: ĂƐŽŶĞĞĂƌůǇĐĂŵƉĞƌƌĂŝůĞĚ P ‘/ ?ǀĞǁĂƐƚĞĚĞŶŽƵŐŚof my 
ĞŶĞƌŐǇŽŶůĂǇĂďŽƵƚƐŚĞƌĞ Q ?ƐƚƌĂŶŐĞĞŶŽƵŐŚ ?ŝƚŚĂƉƉĞŶƐƚŽďĞŵĞŶ ? ?(Pauline in Members of the 
Faslane Peace Camp, 1984, p. 57). Further, the reconstruction of gender identity has remained 
incomplete. Vince, for one, recognized that his alpha-male persona was a source of conflict with 
others (interview 2016); or take the eviction period of the late 1990s, when newsletter 
representations of the peace camper as a hyper-masculine peace warrior discursively marginalized 
women and femininity (AUTHOR REFERENCE). Collective living has also been hard to sustain, with 
Fiona acknowledging ĐŽŶĨůŝĐƚĞĚĨĞĞůŝŶŐƐĂƌŽƵŶĚƉĞŽƉůĞƚĂŬŝŶŐ ‘ŚĞƌ ?ƚŚŝŶŐƐand others pointing out 
that consensus decision-making has not prevented the emergence of informal leadership cliques 
(Una, interview 2016). In such ways, we are reminded not only that insecurity is unavoidable, but 
that camper security practices are an ongoing project, with security never fully realized. The 
ĐĂŵƉĞƌƐ ?ůŝŬĞƵĨĨǇĂŶĚĨƌŝĞŶĚƐ ?ŽŶůǇĞǀĞƌĂĐŚŝĞǀĞ ‘ƚĞŵƉŽƌĂƌǇĨŽƌŵƐŽĨƐĞĐƵƌŝƚǇ Q At best there is 
 “ŶŽƚƐĂĨĞďƵƚƐĂĨĞƌ ? ?(Koopman cited in Rowley and Weldes, 2012: 523). 
 
Conclusion 
 
Extending recent theorizaƚŝŽŶƐŽĨ ‘ƚŚĞĞǀĞƌǇĚĂǇ ?ŝŶ^^ƚŽƚŚĞƚŽƉŝĐŽĨŶƵĐůĞĂƌ ?ŝŶ ƐĞĐƵƌŝƚǇ ?ƚŚŝƐ article 
has presented a feminist-influenced case study of the discourses and practices of anti-nuclear 
campaigners at Faslane Peace Camp, framed ĂƐ ‘ĞǀĞƌǇĚĂǇƐĞĐƵƌŝƚǇƉƌĂĐƚŝƚŝŽŶĞƌƐ ?. I have documented 
camper arguments about everyday insecurity in a nuclear world, on the one hand, and their 
everyday security practices, on the other, drawing out the contrast with the dominant discourse of 
nuclear deterrence that assumes insecurity is caused by external others and mitigated by state 
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possession of nuclear technologies. Campers instead emphasize the everyday insecurities of people 
ůŝǀŝŶŐŝŶƉƌŽǆŝŵŝƚǇƚŽƚŚĞƐƚĂƚĞ ?ƐŶƵĐůĞĂƌǁĞĂƉons, the blurred boundaries between us and them, and 
the inevitability of a degree of insecurity in daily camp life. And they pursue security by confronting 
the everyday reproduction of nuclear weapons, both in terms of disruptive direct action and of 
persuasive acts of peaceful opposition, information-gathering and educational activities, and by 
constructing new ways of living in the everyday, albeit recognizing that security will always remain 
incomplete. In so doing, I suggest, the campers have offered a distinctive challenge to nuclear norms 
over several decades, one in which the logic of deterrence is not simply inverted, but also, to some 
degree, undercut by refusals of state-centrism, of Self-Other binaries and of security at any cost. 
 
It could be argued that this challenge is of limited political significance. After all, as one interviewee 
ƌƵĞĨƵůůǇĂĐŬŶŽǁůĞĚŐĞƐ ? ‘dƌŝĚĞŶƚ ?ƐƐƚŝůůƚŚĞƌĞ ? ?EŝĐŬ ?ŝŶƚĞƌǀŝĞǁ ? ? ? ? ? ?Campers remain resistant rather 
than victorious and, although their insecurity discourses are widely echoed in mainstream Scottish 
social and political life, their alternative security practices are harder to universalize. Individuals with 
extensive caring responsibilities, for example, or those facing more immediate material demands or 
racialized vulnerabilities in their relations with the police, are unlikely to be able or willing to live at 
the camp. This, then, is a very specific manifestation of the everyday. Yet it would be wrong to 
dismiss the political significance of the camp on this basis. Various local organs of the nuclear state 
have had to respond repeatedly to the disruption caused by campers, preventing the normalization 
of nuclear weapons in the everyday, particularly in and around the local area. Moreover, the camp 
has been crucial in providing the wider Scottish movement against nuclear weapons with both a 
practical infrastructure for protests and a potent symbol of opposition. In this, I suggest, the 
everyday of the camp is crucial, involving as it does the reconstruction of gender, of domestic space 
and of reproductive labour and thus juxtaposing a small-scale, higgledy-piggledy, homely 
environment, and messy, feminised domestic routines and female agency, to the enormous, austere 
and masculinized nuclear base. This has the subversive political effect of rendering the usually 
unproblematised and invisible processes by which nuclear weapons are reproduced visible and 
strange, as much discussed in the literature on women-only camps of the 1980s (AUTHOR 
REFERENCE). The evidence here suggests that camps do not have to be populated exclusively by 
female bodies for that effect to be sustained. 
 
In addition, the case study demonstrates that ƐĐŚŽůĂƌƐŽĨ ‘ĞǀĞƌǇĚĂǇƐĞĐƵƌŝƚǇ ?in CSS could fruitfully 
expand their substantive focus beyond the securitization of borders, migration and belonging to (re-
)encompass nuclear politics. While there are several possible lines of enquiry in this regard (such as 
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the everyday routines of personnel at nuclear installations, or the wayƐŝŶǁŚŝĐŚ ‘ǀĞƌŶĂĐƵůĂƌ ?
articulations of nuclear (in)security sustain or challenge the nuclear state), the study of peace camps 
like that at Faslane offers particular insights to scholarship on everyday security because the 
everyday is so central to this mode of protest politics. In effect, campers invoke the everyday as a 
normative good undermined by nuclear weapons; and strive for its reconstruction as an integral 
aspect of their alternative security practices. In so doing, they self-consciously politicise the 
everyday, or perhaps more accurately draw attention to its already political character, exposing its 
mobilization as a rhetorical or symbolic artefact by proponents as well as opponents of nuclear 
weapons. In this way, the apparently mundane, banal, invisible ways in which international security 
is articulated and practised in daily life are shown to require intensive, ongoing work from the state 
and its local manifestations and thus, however naturalised they appear, to be open to political 
challenge.  
 
Finally, the case study ƉƌĞƐĞŶƚĞĚŚĞƌĞŚĂƐĚĞŵŽŶƐƚƌĂƚĞĚƚŚĞƵƚŝůŝƚǇŽĨƚŚĞĐŽŶĐĞƉƚŽĨ ‘ĞǀĞƌǇĚĂǇ
ƐĞĐƵƌŝƚǇƉƌĂĐƚŝƚŝŽŶĞƌƐ ?ĂŶĚindicated ways it could be further refined. It has confirmed the major 
substantive claims made by Rowley, Desborough and Weldes, about the discourses and practices of 
such practitioners, namely that the boundaries between self and other are likely to be unstable, 
experiential knowledge and affective responses endorsed, insecurity seen as to some degree a 
permanent condition, and the articulation of progressive alternatives likely to be incomplete, 
transient and contested. In addition, the case demonstrates the value of reserving the concept of 
everyday security practitioners for collective and self-conscious attempts to overturn dominant 
security logics. Clearly, camper discourses and practices differ in important ways from the vernacular 
articulations of (in)security among the wider population and the everyday routines and discourses of 
the elites in the adjacent nuclear base. And while the latter two, and the relation between all three, 
merit further study, focusing on organised opponents to the base allows us to disentangle key 
elements of an existing normative challenge to the nuclear status quo in the UK, and to draw out its 
distinctiveness. Finally, I have sought to make a case for bolstering the feminist elements in the 
study of everyday security practitioners, by teasing out how gendered power relations and symbolic 
systems, domestic spaces and reproductive labour processes shape and are reshaped by the 
(in)security discourses and practices of peace campers. These feminist heuristics could be further 
elaborated and explored in the study of everyday security practitioners in other contexts, by those 
CSS scholars committed to uncovering and supporting alternatives to dominant security logics. 
 
Notes
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1 ŽƵƌĚŝĞƵ ?Ɛ ‘ƚŚŝŶŬŝŶŐƚŽŽůƐ ?ŽĨƐŽĐŝĂů ‘ĨŝĞůĚ ?ĂŶĚ ‘ŚĂďŝƚƵƐ ?ŚĂǀĞďĞĞŶĚĞƉůŽǇĞĚŝŶ^^ƚŽďŽƚŚĚŝƐĂŐŐƌĞŐĂƚĞƚŚĞ
unitary state as security provider and explain the expansion of securitisation dynamics into society, by enabling 
the study of the everyday practices of transnational security professionals (Bigo, 2011; Bigo et al., 2010). 
>ĞĨĞďǀƌĞ ?ƐĚŝƐĐƵƐƐŝŽŶŽĨƚŚĞƉƌŽĚƵĐƚŝŽŶĂŶĚĐŽůŽŶŝƐĂƚŝŽŶŽĨƚŚĞĞǀĞƌǇĚĂǇŝŶĐĂƉŝƚĂůŝƐƚŵŽĚĞƌŶŝƚǇƚŚƌŽƵŐŚƚŚĞ
spaces of work, consumption and leisure has been more influential in international political economy (e.g., 
Davies and Niemann, 2002), although his multidimensional theorisation of space has wider implications 
(Solomon and Steele 2016: 11-12) ?&ŝŶĂůůǇ ?^ĐŽƚƚ ?ƐǁŽƌŬŽŶ ‘ŚŝĚĚĞŶƚƌĂŶƐĐƌŝƉƚƐ ?ĂŶĚĞǀĞƌǇĚĂǇƌĞƐŝƐƚĂŶĐĞƐ
deployed by the oppressed to contest domination in the everyday has been discussed in debates about agency 
and resistance in IR, including within CSS, e.g., Guillaume (2011b). 
2 /ŶƚŚĞ>ĞĨĞďǀƌĞƚƌĂĚŝƚŝŽŶ ?ƚŚĞĞǀĞƌǇĚĂǇŝƐ ‘ĂĐŽŶƚĞƐƚĞĚƉůĂĐĞ ?ĐŚĂƌĂĐƚĞƌŝǌĞĚďǇŵǇƐƚŝĨŝcations and the struggle 
ƚŽŽǀĞƌĐŽŵĞƚŚĞŵ ?ĂŶĚƉƌŽĚƵĐĞĚǁŝƚŚĂŶĚďǇĐĂƉŝƚĂůŝƐƚƐƚĂƚĞƐĂŶĚŵĂƌŬĞƚƐ(Davies and Niemann, 2002: 558).  
3 This differs from the contrast established between experts and non-experts in Rowley and Weldes 2012. 
4 See also Pain and Smith, 2008, for a sophisticated feminist take on the embodied and affective dimensions of 
everyday (in)security. 
5 To be clear, the views and daily routines of both security professionals and non-mobilized citizens remain 
eminently worthy of study in their own right when considering (in)security in the everyday, but a focus on 
everyday security practitioners conceived as collective oppositional actors, is a useful and currently 
underexplored supplement. Guillaume (2011b) implies that such an approach romanticizes activists, 
conceiving them as existing beyond power relations and superior to unorganized moments of resistance in 
daily life. However, I maintain that collective, conscious efforts to construct alternative (in)security are worthy 
of study and possible to study critically. Collective actors may be represented by participants as having stable 
and unified identities, and as beyond oppressive power relations, but they are in fact ongoing constructions, 
embedded within the power relations they seek to contest (AUTHOR REFERENCES). Or as Maria Stern (2006) 
indicates, even the most progressive or marginalized collective identity claim contains repressions, slippages 
and contradictions such that the boundaries of the subject of security are never entirely secured.   
6 Its establishment on land owned in the 1980s by Strathclyde Regional Council, based in Glasgow and 
supportive of unilateral disarmament, not only sheltered the camp from the eviction procedures faced by 
ŽƚŚĞƌƐ ?ďƵƚŚĞůƉĞĚŝƚƐĞĐƵƌĞĂůĞĂƐĞ ‘ĨŽƌĂƉĞƉƉĞƌĐŽƌŶĞŶƚ ?ĂŶĚĂĐĂƌĂǀĂŶƐŝƚĞƉĞƌŵŝƚ(Members of the Faslane 
Peace Camp, 1984: 35-38). With council restructuring in 1996, the site came under the jurisdiction of a smaller, 
rural council composed of conservatively-minded independents. The new council secured an eviction order in 
1998, but has never enforced it (BBC News Scotland, 2012). 
7  ‘ƉŽůůďǇdE^DZĨŽƌ^ĐŽƚƚŝƐŚEŝŶDĂƌĐŚ ? ? ? ? ?ŽŶdƌŝĚĞŶƚƌĞŶĞǁĂů ?ĨŽƵŶĚƚŚĂƚ ? ?A?ŽĨƚŚŽƐĞ
questioned were uncommitted, but of those who expressed a preference, 81% were opposed to Trident 
ƌĞƉůĂĐĞŵĞŶƚ ?ǁŝƚŚŽŶůǇ ? ?A?ƐƵƉƉŽƌƚŝŶŐƚŚĞƉůĂŶ ?(Scottish CND, 2013). The extent of public opposition to 
Trident renewal in Scotland has since been contested by an Ashcroft poll but even that found a minority of 
 ? ?A?ƐƵƉƉŽƌƚŝŶŐƚŚĞh< ?ƐŶƵĐůĞĂƌǁĞĂƉŽŶƐ ‘ŝŶƉƌŝŶĐŝƉůĞ ?ǁŝƚŚ ? ?A?ŽƉƉŽƐĞĚ(Eaton, 2013).  
8 All interviewee names are pseudonyms. 
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9 dŚŝƐƐƉĞĂŬƐƚŽǁŚĂƚ&ĞŝŐĞŶďĂƵŵĞƚĂůĚĞƐĐƌŝďĞĂƐƚŚĞĚŝĨĨŝĐƵůƚŝĞƐŝŶďƵŝůĚŝŶŐ ‘ĂůƚĞƌŶĂƚŝǀĞƐƚƌƵĐƚƵƌĞƐŽĨĐĂƌĞĂŶĚ
ƐĞĐƵƌŝƚǇ ? ? ? ? ? ? ? P ? ? ? ?ƚŚĂƚĚĞĂůĂĚĞƋƵĂƚĞůǇǁŝƚŚƚŚĞƐƵďƐƚĂŶĐĞĂďƵƐĞ ?ŚŽŵĞůĞƐƐŶĞƐƐĂŶĚŵĞŶƚĂůŚĞĂůƚŚŝƐƐƵĞƐ
that surface in protest camps. These reflect wider social problems but often particularly intensely, because 
camps attract people who are not cared for in wider society and because activism can be traumatic. 
10 EŽŶǀŝŽůĞŶĐĞ ‘ƌĞĨĞƌƐƚŽŵĞƚŚŽĚƐŽĨƉŽůŝƚŝĐĂůĂĐƚŝŽŶƚŚĂƚ ĞƐĐŚĞǁǀŝŽůĞŶĐĞ ?(Howes, 2003: 430) with 
contemporary versions striving to avoid (feminized) associations of passivity in favour of active confrontation 
and defining violence in ways which exclude the destruction of property so that fence-cutting, for example, is 
included in the tactical repertoire (e.g., Epstein, 1991: 70-72). The renunciation of violence in peace 
movements is usually principled rather than strategic and involves courting arrest, although the picture has 
become more complicated at Faslane Peace Camp and elsewhere with the influence in the 1990s of radical 
environmentalism with its more tactical use of direct action and refusal of dialogue with the legal system 
(AUTHOR REFERENCE).  
11 ^ŚĂƌƉ ?ƐǁŽƌŬĂŶĚƚŚĞƌĞĐĞŶƚƵƉƐƵƌŐĞŽĨĞŶƋƵŝƌǇŝŶƚŽŶŽŶǀŝolent or civil resistance focus on large-scale social 
unrest against repressive regimes (Nepstad, 2015; Chenoweth and Cunningham, 2013). Nonetheless, there is a 
clear overlap with this literature and the analysis of Western peace, environmental and global justice 
movements.   
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